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L REAL PARTY IN INTEREST

SAP Aktiengesellschaft is the real party in interest for all issues related to this

application.

II. RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES

None.

IIL STATUS OF CLAIMS

Pending claims 1-18 stand finally rejected and are the subject of this appeal.

IV. STATUS OF AMENDMENTS

Subsequent to the August^H, 2006 final Office action [hereinafter "Final Rejection"], the

October 26, 2006 Amendment After Final (37 C.F.R. § 1.1 16) was entered for purposes of

appeal in the November 29, 2006 Advisory Action.

V. SUMMARY OF CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER

The subject matter defined in the independent claims on appeal (claims 1, 9 and 17) is

directed generally to the generation of output modules in a form-based application environment.

More particularly, the system and methods of the present invention enable an output

module to support a reusable form element that has been changed after being incorporated into a

form, such that that form outputted by the output module reflects the most recent change made to

the reusable form element.

FIG. 2 illustrates an embodiment of the invention as recited in independent claims 1, 9

and 17 in which an indication is received that a reusable form element has been changed (step

210), a determination is made as to which output modules from a set of output modules are

affected by the changed form element (step 220), and the affected output modules are invalidated

(step 230).
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The embodiment further illustrates that a request is received for an output module from

the set of output modules (step 240), and the requested output module is regenerated (step 260) if

the requested output module has been invalidated ("no" branch of step 250).

This embodiment is described in the specification at least in para. 29.

VI. GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL

• whether claims 1-18 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over U.S. Patent

Application Publication No. 2005/0080756 Al to Hitchcock [hereinafter

"
Hitchcock"!

VII. ARGUMENT

The Final Rejection fails to demonstrate that Hitchcock renders obvious any of pending

claims 1-18 for at least the reasons that Hitchcock does not teach or suggest:

• invalidating output modules as recited in independent claims 1, 9 an 17, and

• regenerating invalidated output modules as recited in independent claims 1, 9 and 17

Further, the Examiner's position equating the claimed output module with mere form

data, which is fundamental to the Examiner's obviousness argument, constitutes clear error and

should not be sustained.

Details of these arguments are presented below.

A. Claims 1-18 Are Not Rendered Obvious By Hitchcock

i) Hitchcock Fails To Teach or Suggest Invalidating Output Modules

Independent claim 9 recites, in part, "invalidating . . . output modules". Independent

claim 1 includes similar recitations. Independent claim 17 recites, in part, "determining whether

a[n] output module . . . has been marked as invalid".

No aspect of Hitchcock , taken alone or in combination, teaches or suggests invalidation

of output modules as claimed.
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In fact, Hitchcock explicitly teaches against invalidating the output modules by stating

that "[t]he applicant database can be extended to include new attributes without making any

changes to theforms engine program''. Hitchcock , para. 0065, Ins 1-3 (emphasis added).

Because invalidation would lead to changes to the forms engine program, Hitchcock

cannot be reasonably cited to teach or suggest the above-recited claim language.

(1) The Examiner^s Position Equating the Claimed Output

Module with Form Data Constitutes Clear Error

The Examiner's rejection of the invalidating output modules claim language is based

squarely on the erroneous position that the claimed output module can be equated with form

data.

Specifically, the Examiner stated:

It is the Examiner's view that the entry of new values in the pre-

populated field invalidates the pre-populated fields throughout the

other applications because the new values are now being used.

Final Rejection, p. 16, Ins 7-9.

To illustrate the Examiner's position with an example, suppose a college applicant using

Hitchcock 's system pulls up a college admission application form that has a phone number field

pre-populated with the applicant's phone number. If the applicant were to type in a new phone

number in the phone number field, the Hitchcock system would store the new number so that it

would be automatically inserted into the phone number fields of other college admission

application forms subsequently pulled up by the applicant.

The Examiner's position is that the entry of mere form data (e.g., the text of a phone

number inputted into a form) is equivalent to invalidating output modules as claimed.

It is clear from the specification and plain meaning that an "output module" is a module

that provides output, and is not the output itself In the context of forms, a form output module
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processes form data for presentation (e.g., via printer, web browser, etc.). See specification, p. 2,

Ins 14-16.

Thus, because form data is clearly andfactually distinct and separatefrom a form output

module, the Office's position reading form data on the claimed output module lacks factual

basis, constitutes clear error and should not be sustained.

ii) Hitchcock Fails To Teach or Suggest Regenerating Invalidated

Output Modules

Independent claim 9 recites, in part, "regenerating [a] requested output module if the

requested output module has been invalidated". Independent claim 1 includes similar recitations.

Independent claim 1 7 recites, in part, "determining whether a[n] output module . . . has been

marked as invalid" and "if so: regenerating the output module".

No aspect of Hitchcock , taken alone or in combination, teaches or suggests regeneration

of invalidated output modules as claimed.

Since the essence of Hitchcock is to provide an output module - or forms engine under

Hitchcock's nomenclature - that is extensible withoutprogramming (see Hitchcock , Abstract),

Hitchcock teaches against regenerating invalidated output modules and therefore cannot be

reasonably cited to teach or suggest the above-recited claim language.

(1) The Examiner^s Position Equating the Claimed Output

Module with Form Data Constitutes Clear Error

The Examiner's rejection of the regenerating invalidated output modules claim language

is also based squarely on the erroneous position that the claimed output module can be equated

with form data.

Specifically, the Examiner stated:

Hitchcock teaches new forms are automatically populated with the

previously entered data.

Final Rejection, p. 17, Ins 2-3.
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Thus, in accordance with the above college admission application form example, the

Examiner's position is that the insertion into a form of mere form data (e.g., the text of a phone

number inputted into a form) is equivalent to regenerating invalidated output modules as

claimed.

However, as stated above, because form data is clearly andfactually distinct and

separatefrom a form output module, the Office's position reading form data on the claimed

output module lacks factual basis, constitutes clear error and should not be sustained.

ill) The Dependent Claims Are Likewise Not Rendered Obvious

Regarding claims 2-8, 10-16 and 18, these claims depend from independent claims 1, 9

and 17 respectively, which, as detailed above, are not rendered obvious by Hitchcock . For at

least the reason that the secondary arguments provided by the Examiner do not remedy the

above-noted deficiencies of Hitchcock, these claims cannot be deemed obvious.
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VIII. CONCLUSION

Appellant respectfully requests that the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences

reverse the Examiner's decision rejecting claims 1-18 and direct the Examiner to pass the case to

issue. These claims are allowable over the cited art.

Kenyon & Kenyon LLP
1500 K Street, N.W., Suite 700

Washington, D.C. 20005

(202) 220 - 4200 (telephone)

(202) 220 - 4201 (facsimile)

Respectfully submitted.

Dated: April 13,2007

(Reg. No. 44,236)
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CLAIMS APPENDIX

1 . A computer system for generating output modules in a form-based application runtime

environment, comprising:

a form manager component configured to receive an indication that a reusable form

element has been changed, determine which output modules from a set of output modules are

affected by the changed form element, and invalidate the affected output modules; and

a runtime manager component configured to receive a request for an output module from

the set of output modules and cause regeneration of the requested output module if the

requested output module has been invalidated.

2. The system of claim 1 , wherein the indication is received when changes to the reusable form

element are saved.

3. The system of claim 1, wherein the affected output modules are determined by referencing a

record data structure.

4. The system of claim 1 , wherein the affected output modules are invalidated by marking a flag

associated with each affected output module as invalid.

5. The system of claim 1, wherein the request for the output module received by the runtime

manager is a request to identify the output module.
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6. The system of claim 1, wherein the reusable form element is one of a form page and a form

window.

7. The system of claim 1, wherein the reusable form element is form logic.

8. The system of claim 1, wherein the reusable form element is a form interface.

9. A computer-implemented method for generating output modules in a form-based application

runtime environment, comprising:

receiving an indication that a reusable form element has been changed;

determining which output modules from a set of output modules are affected by the

changed form element;

invalidating the affected output modules;

receiving a request for an output module from the set of output modules; and

regenerating the requested output module if the requested output module has been

invalidated.

10. The method of claim 9, wherein the indication is received when changes to the reusable form

element are saved.

11. The method of claim 9, wherein the affected output modules are determined by referencing a

record data structure.
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12. The method of claim 9, wherein the affected output modules are invalidated by marking a

flag associated with each affected output module as invalid.

13. The method of claim 9, wherein the request for the output module received by the runtime

manager is a request to identify the output module.

14. The method of claim 9, wherein the reusable form element is one of a form page and a form

window.

15. The method of claim 9, wherein the reusable form element is form logic.

16. The method of claim 9, wherein the reusable form element is a form interface.

17. A computer-implemented dynamic form building method, comprising:

responsive to a call to start a form output process based on an identified form:

determining whether a previously generated output module associated with the

identified form in an output module library has been marked as invalid;

if so:

regenerating the output module; and

storing the regenerated output module in the output module library along with a

marker to indicate that the output module is valid.
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18. The method of claim 17, wherein the regeneration of the output module includes compiling

changed reusable form elements into the output module.
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EVIDENCE APPENDIX

Exhibit A

U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2005/0080756 Al to Hitchcock

• cited by the Examiner in the March 6, 2006 Office action and relied upon as to

grounds of rejection to be reviewed on appeal
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RELATED PROCEEDINGS APPENDIX
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